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ABSTRACT 

To enhance knowledge of media consumption processes, 
a study compared the abilities of six alternative gratification 
models to predict media satisfaction, specifically, satisfaction with 
television news. The models were three different formulations of 
gratifications sought/obtained discrepancies — two emphasizing ■< 
gratifications obtained and one expectancy-value model. Two of the 
models also contained evaluation componen.ts in an effort to determine 
whether inclusion on these components increased the predictive powers 
of gratification models. Subjects, 178 college students, completed a 
gratifications sought scale concerning television in general, and a 
gratifications obtained sc&le concerning each respondent's most 
frequently watched evening news program. After a two-day period, the 
subjects completed evaluations of gratifications obtained irom 
television news in general. In addition, the subjects completed a 
Satisfaction scale dealing with television news. Taken as a whole, 
the findings provided support for a combined 

expectancy-value/gratifications obtained approach to explaining and 
predicting media satisfaction. Direct comparison of several 
theoretical models was found to be part i-cularly useful in exploring 
tf)e strengths and weaknesses of the different formulations. (FL) 
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A COMPARISON OF GRATIFICATION M0DEI5 OP MEDIA SATISFACTION 

^ An examination of the recent uses and gratificiations literature reveals 

that an increasing number of studies are concerned with the specification 

Q 

and testing of hypotheses about the interrelationships among gratifications 
sou^t and obtained, media behavior, and the antecedent^* and consequences 
of both media behavior and gratifications (e.g., Wenner, 1982; Rubin, 198r; 
Rubin and Rubin, 1982; Palmgreen and Raybum, 1979, 1982; Palmgreen, et al., 
1980, 1981 ; McLecd and Becker, 1974; Blood and Galloway, I983; Levy and 
Windahl, 1983; Windahl et..al., I983; Raybum and Palmgreen, I983). f#iile 
much conceptual, 'integrative, and methodological work remains to be^done, 
the uses and gratifications tradition seons to be anbarklng upon an era of 
vigorous theoretical growth. Indications of this growth include a number 
; of ^tteirpts at developing and testing models of gratifications sought and 
obtained (Pa]jngreen and Raybdm, 1979; Palmgreen, et al., 198O, 198ir 
McLeod, et al., 1982; Raybum et al., forthcoming; Werner, I982; Levy and 
'Windahl, I983), and still mure recent work on expectancy-value aDDroaches 
to uses and gratifications phenomena (Galloway and Meek, I98I; Van Leuven,^ 
I98I; Palmgreen and Raybum, 1982; Raybum and Palmgreen, 1983; Blood and 
Galloway, I983). • ^ 

F)bw studies, however, have attempted an empirical conparison of 
alternative gratification -models . Among the exceptions, McLeod, et al. 
(1982) sought to compare drive-reduction and exposure-learning models of 
gratifications sought and received from debate viewing. V/enner (I983) has 
contrasted the ability of transactional and discrepancy models of gratifi- 
cations to predict exposure to and dependency on network evening news 



3 



programs and 60 Minutes . As Wenner points out, one of the more ln?3ortant 
theoretical issues faced by uses and gratifications researchers concerns 
the question of Bfodel specification. As he observes, "there has been 
no clear articulation of - what the modeling altematives are and no systematic 
testing of these alternatives" (p. 2). Vfenner's oym results are an Indication 
of the considerable benefits to be derived fron such testing. 

The present study endeavors in similar fashion to erjhance knowledge 
of media consumption processes by cornparlng the abilities of slx-altema- 
tive gratification models to predict media satisfaction (in this case, 
satisfaction with television news). The six models include three different 
formulations' of GS-GO discrepancies, two models which emphasize gratifications 
obtained, and an expectancy-value model. Two of the five gratification^ models 
also contain, eva].uation componentfe in an effort to determine whether inclusion 
of the evaluation coirponents increases 'the predictive powers of gratification 

models. ^ ' - ^ 

- ■ - p ■' 

Media Satisfaction ' • . - 

A variat)le which has been ].argely overlooked in mass media research is 

satisfaction with the .media experience. While fairly frequont reference to . 

media satisfaction is made in the uses and gratifications literature, there 

have been few attempts at operationalization. At best, satisfaction has been , 

equated with gratifications obtained, a theoretically ambiguous and unappealing 

solution."^ This Is sdnewhat puzzTlng given the popularity and utility of the 

sat is jTact ion j concept in other social science areas. Satisfaction is a key 

concept in areas vsuch as organizational psychology (job satisfaction), 

organlzat-ional 'comnunlcation (conmunlcation satisfaction), and social 



indlcatbr research (life gat is faction ) . Satisfa6tibn is also an important 
concept in marketing, where^ a great deal of 'work has been done in recent 
years on conceptualizing and "measufing l^he satisfaction varj.able, particularly 
consuTT-er satisfaction. 

Oliver (198I) offers an excellent oyerview of marketing researchers' 
attempts to define consumer satisfaction. Satisfaction has been defined 
variously as "need fulfillment, pleasure/displeasure, expept^tion-perfonnance 
interactions, evaluation of the purchase/consumption experience, evaluation 
of the benefits of consunption, ccmparison of actual with ideal outccmes, 
and the attribute 'deficit/suiT)lus* obtained frcan the purchase'" (Oliver, 
1981, p. 27). According to Oliver, current marketing perspectives view 
satisfaction as a coiplex emotional response following experience with a . 

product, ^^hich is distinct from attitude: "attitude is the consumer's 

^- • . 

relatively enduring affective orient'ation for a product, store, or process' 
(e.g., customer service), while satisfaction is the emotional reaction 
following a disc onfirmat ion experience which acts on the base attitude , 
level and is consumption-specific'.' (198l,p.40). Moreover," Oliver (198O) 
has shown that satisfaction is an antecedent to attitude change, and is 
an important co3?relate of behavioral intention to purchase and other 
marketing variables. 

Since the outputs of mass, media systems are often viewed as "products" 
subject to "consunption" by audience members, the potential applicability 

f 

of marketing conceptualizations of satisfaction to mass carmunlcation 
research is obvious. We might expect satisfaction with a newspaper, 
television program or series, or magazine to be determined at least partially 
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... - « 

.... . - . « 

by the gratifications perceived tc: >9 obtained frcm thege media products. 

4. 

The discrepancy between gratifications sought and obtained may also be • 
related to media satisfaction, perhaps more strongly than -GO alone. 
Satisfaction may also turn out to be an Important "correlate of media 
dependency, exposure, and various media consequences. This is a broad 
research canvas vihlch at present is largely empty. The present study 

\ 

■ f 

attempts to sketch in certain essential features by testing six alternative 

^ . - . / ' 

gratificat'ion/expectancy-value models of media satisfaction. 

A Gratifications Qbtalne^l Model 

c? ' . 

As we- have noted, media satisfaction has often been equated by uses 

and gratifications resear©l\ers with' gratifications obtained. The gratifi- 

■>:ations derived from media experience are extremely diverge ^-.Jiowever, as 

indicated by their relatively complex dimensional structure (Pk^mgreen, 

et al.j 1981 ; Levy, 1978; Katz, et al., 1973) and it hardly seems sensible 

to subsume such concepts - as infor-mation, entertalrment , parasocial interaction 

and Interpersonal utility under the single heading "media satisfaction." 

A more reasonable approach is to uosit that such gratifications influence 

satisfaction levels; i.e., the extent to which a person actually obtains 

sought gratifications from media consumption should contribute to a person's - 

satisfaction with that experience. Thus satisfaction ma^ be viewed as a 

function of the sum of gratifications obtained, as expressed in the following 

model : 

n 

(1) Media Satisfaction = Z GO. 

i=l ^ 

v/here GO^ is the ith gratification obtained from exposure to a media object 
(e.g., medium, program, newspaoer, etc.).' 



A Modified Gratifications Obtained Model 

' Model 1 assumes that all gratifications are equally valued by the ■ 
audience member. This is clearly not the case, as work by Palmgreen and 
Raybum (1982) arai Blood and Galloway (1983) has demonstrated. Prcm an 
expectancy-vaLue perspective we woul(| hypothesize that obtjaining a positively 

valued gratification, or not obtaining a negatively valued gratification, 

< ■> , . 

should lead to satisfaction, while obtaining a negatively valued gratification ..v 
or not obtaining a positi"v^e gratification -should contribute to dissatisfaction. 
Thus, including the respondent's affective evaluation of gratifications' 
obtained in a model should Increase that model's ability to predict media 
satisfactiion, as expressed below: 

n • \ 

(2) Media Satisfaiction = Se.OO. - , 

where GO^ is the same as in Model 1 and e^ is the respondent's affective 
evaluation of the ith gratification. • ^ 

» 

An Expectancy-Value -^odel , • ' , 

Although expectations (beliefs) about positively or negatively evaluated 
attributes possessed by a media object are not direct measures of gratifications 
actually obtained from media consumption, these beliefs are related to such 
gratifications (Raybum and Palmgreen, 1983), and thus might be expected to be 
related to satisfaction. More precisely, beliefs about the gratification 
attributes possessed by a media object, when considered in conjunction with 
affective evaluations of those attributes, should be associated with satisfactiofi 
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with that object. This is express'ed In the following model: 
. . n , 

(3) Media. Satisfaction = Sb.e. 

tJ 

v^ere is the perceived probability (belief) that media object X possesses 

» ' ' ■ 

a particular attribute, and e^ is the affective •evaluation of the attribute. 

This will be recognized as the Fishbein and AJzen (1975) model which predicts 

attitude. Although have argued, along ir^arketing theory lines, that 

attitude and satisfaction are different concepts, they are nonetheless 

related. It is, therefore,, not surprising that the two concepts might"- 

share certain antecedents. In addition, Palmgreen and Raybum (1982) 

report that the b^e^ index predicts GS. If it is also found to predict - 

media satisfaction, then the expectancy-value approach will have received 

N 

) 

additional construct validation from a uses and gratifications perspective. 

An Absolute Value Discrepancy Model ^ ^ 

None of the preceding models takes into account ' the extent to which 
a paJPticular. gratification obtained is actually sought by an audience member. 
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It may be 'that th^ level of GS serves as a baseline against which GO levels* 

/kpe conpared. Palmgreen and Raybum (1979) Adopted .this approach In develop- 

^ . ■ ' ' . • ^ ' t 

Inga GS-GO. discrepancy model to 'predict exposure to public television. In 

this' model exposure was' hypothesized to be a function of the average, absolute 

/ ' . 

c^screpaiicy between the gratifications' the .audience msnber is seeking and 
the extent to which he perceives he is obtaiiiin^' those gratifications . The . 

c 

authors state .that "The absolute value^ of the discrep^cy is used because 
- it is ^sumed that negative and positive discrepancies carry equal weight' 

/ J- 

ii? determining exiSosure" (p. 159). Tills as'suraption is based on Kelson's* 
(1964) adaptation level theory which posits that once a baselliie s'cate k^-^ 
of homeostasis- is established, cj^ceedlngly aversi-ve a£_ pleasant stimuli 
will be opposed by the central nervous ^ system. ^ ^ 

Such a discrepancy approach is also consistent with marketing conceptuali 
zatflons of consumer satisfaction.' Marketing researchers " generally a0?ee 
that satisfaction results from a subjective corparison oJC the expected and 
received product attribute levels" (Oliver, 1981,- p. 26). This '^suggests the 

J 

I " 1 

following model based upon adaptation-level theory principles : . 

• n ' . , 

(4) Media Satisfaction = Z:|6S.-G0,| 

1=1 ^ ^ 

Model 4 predicts a negative correlation with satisfaction, in that the 
greater the absolute discrepancy between GS .and GO, the lower the satisfaction 
^level should be. ■ 
A Simplified Discrepancy Model 

Wenner (1983) has questioned Paamgreen-^and Raybum 's (1979) logic "that 

* * ' * 

a given level of relative satisfaction (e.g., where GO exceeds GS) is eouiva- 
lent to a comparable level 'of relative deprivation (e.g., where GS exceeds GO)' 



(Werner, 1983, p. 7).^ He contends that a distinction should be ndSe between . 

* ' ^ ft 

positive (GOGS) and negative XG0<.^S) discrepancies, and advocates Sl" 
simplified discrepancy model which eliminates the absolute value sign. This 
sijnplified model was found by Wenher to predict media dependency, evep after 
controls for a number of other variables. We might also expect such a model 
to predict mecUa satisfaction, as-Wenn^er (1983) himself notes: "Positive 
(gre^t^r than zero) scores would indicate levels of .relative satisfaction ' 
(or over-obtention) and a negative discrepancy score would Indicate relative- 

V 

deprivation (or under-satisfaction or obtention)" (d.11).. 'Sych a sdmplified 
model is or^sented below: ^ 

' , ■ n ; . 

(5) Media Satisfaction ==2; (GO^-GS. ) 

In this model, GS^^ is subtracted' fran GO^ so that GO < GS dfscrepaneies 
will be 'given negative sign. 

An Expectancy-Value Discrepancy Model ' ' ' ' 

While we are inclined to agree with the basic lo^ic behind Wenner^s 
sJjnplified discrepancy model, 'a serious, drkwbapk of the model Xs that it 
does rtot take, into account the respondent's affective evaluation of particular 
gcatlflcalfl^ns or gratification-related attributes^ We would not 'expect 
over-obt.ention of .a negatively evaluated attribute to produce satisfaction, 
nor should under-obtention of such an attribute induce dissatJifefaction. The 
simplified model should work reasonably well whfen all or most gratifications 
measured are positively evaluated (as is often the case in gratifications ^ 
rq^earch), but should no.t be ■ predictive of satisfaction or related variables 
when a number of negatively evaluated attributes are included. An alternative 
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model vdiich includes the ^luation component is the following: ■ 



(•6) Mfedia Satisfacition * Ee^(GO.-GS. ) 

The model pre(Ucts satisfaction in response to^ either overH5btenti'6n of 

* o 

a positively evaluated gratification or under-obtentipn of a^gatively 

■ ' 

evaluated gratification. ETissatisfaction is predicted' for over-ob tent; ion of 

'a e^gatively' evaluated gratifitiation or under-obtentlon of a positively 

' ' — , ■ •** ■ . ' 

evafuated gratification.^ ^ ' ./ 

' — ' ■ >■ 

^ . An examination of avoidance itans j^rrployed in us^s and gratifications 
studies (e.g., McLeod and Becker, 1974; Becker, 1979) reveals that the 
majority involve a negatively evaluated attribute (presumed to be gratifi- 
cation-related) which the media object in ^question (e.g., political ^levlsion). 
is believed to possess; The remainder usually involve a positively evaluated 
attribute vMch the media object is believed not tolpqssess. Including the 

V 

evaluative conponent in gratification models thus offers a way to conceptu§liz^ 
media avoidances and to include such avoidances in the' same model with * > 
conventional "positive" gratifications. The model above also relates such" 
"avoidances" to dissatisfaction ^(i^hen they are found) and to satisfaction 
(when they are not found) . ■ 

METHODOLOGY ' . ■ 

Questionnaires -wei?e ^ministered to 178 students (fron freshmen to 
senlors)_ f^pm_seveS!al:. u^ conrnmlcatlon .courses at. the Unlveri^ity _ ; 

of Kentucky. Questionnaires were administered in class. To qualify for 
the study students had to^watch at least one network evening news program 
and one local news progfam per week. 
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• Measuranenf """^^ 

— — — — 4 - 

G^tlf Icatjons -Sought ^ . , 

Fourteen ^atifiisatlons sought iteyis from a previous study of television 
news, as' described^ in. Palmgreen et al. '(1980),were^employed here. Respondents 
were asked to estimate on a .seven-point scale (frcm "definitely applies" to 
"definitely does not apply*') how much ea6h gratification statement applied 
to thesn (e.g., watch TV news' to keep up with current^. issues and events"). 

Respondents were^ instructed that television in general (both national network 

, v ' ^ 

•and local) was the' focus , of t^ie study _ for "the GS itsns and the .itenis dealing 

4 ' ■■■ \ ' 
with belief and evaluation. • 

Gratifications Obtained 

" — I -. . 

After measuring gratifications- sought, gratifications obtained for a 
respondent ' s ^most^watched evening new& program were measured by asking the 
respondent to reply to a reworded statement corresponding to. each of the 
gratifications sought. For exanple, if a respondent reported CBS as his 
most-watched' program, he was ask^ to respond to "CBS news helps me to keep 
UD with current issues and ev©R^sv" etc. Again, a seven-Doint scale was used. 

After a forty-eight hour period, respondents were Ssked to evaluate 
gratif idations'obtained from television news in general . Here they respondecl 
(on a seven-point scale) to ±tm§'- such as, 'Jtv news programs help 
me to keep up with current issues and event:s." The- two day period was 
inistituted in order to "minimize any "learning" that might. have tal<:en place ■ 

r 

by asking gratifications obtained* items for most-watched programs followed 
iirenedi-ately by GO items for television news in general. Results ''^eported 
in Raybum and Palmgreen, (1983) indicate that GO from TV news in general 
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"and GO ft?an the respondent's most-watched evening news program are separate 

■ « 

(though related) concepts. Ihe results also suggest that GS and GO may be 

to , 

measured at the same level of abstraction and enpirlcally separated in 
cross-sectional designs . 
» Belief afid Evaluation 

Prior to measure jig GS and GO, belief and evaluation ratings were 
elicited for the saTiie l4 Qhiracteristics of television news vMch were 
the focus of the GS and GO it ens. 

For evaluation (e. ) respondents were asked to rate each characteristic 
on a seven-point scale (ranging from "very bad" to "very good") "according 
to whether you feel that feature is a good or bad feature for television 
news program^ to hav^." For example the characteristic associated with 

the sample -GS item above was "provides- information about current issues / 

' — - - ■ ■-- - - < ■ 

and events." , 

^Belief (b^) 'measures were obtained by asking respondents tcj'rate "the 
,^tent to which you feel T^J news actually possesses' each of the previous 
characteristics." Sevennpoint scales were again siployed ranging frcm 
"very definitely not" to "very definitely." 

Before proceeding we should note an important distinction between 
the concepts of "belief" (expectancy) and "gratification obtained." The ' 
concept of belief as used here refers to the subjective probability that 
a media object possesses a particular attribute in the general sense; i.e., 
as a defining characteristic of an object. By conparison, a gratification 
obtaJjied in the abstract sense is not a belief at all, but is some outcome , 
"(cognltive"^\affective, or behavioral) of media behavior. Nonetheless, a 
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perceived gra^Jlflcation obtained is usualljrconceptualized and operationalized 

as a belief that a media behavica? has a given outcome (although this often is 

not explicitl;^ recognized) . This belief, however, is personal in nature in 

that it represents the subjective probability that the media behavior .(or 

media object) provides- the respondent with a particular gratification. Thus, 

in our model "beliefs" and perceived gratifications ^obtained are both operation- 

6 

alized as expectancies, but with different referents. 
Media Satisfaction - 

W ' . • 

General satisfaction^ith television news was indexed on a seven-pc^Lnt 

scale with the it an: "Overall, how satisfied are you with the job television 

news programs do in providing you with the things you are seeking?" Satis- 

fa^^tlon for the most-watched program was measured on the same seven-point 

scale . Satisfaction as. measured in this manner denotes a general feeling 

of fulfiLlment as the result of repeated exposure to a particular content 

genre. Satisfaction with a particular consumrotion experience mi^*t also 

be measured of course (e.g., satisfaction with exposure "to a single episode 

of a television progr*am) . Both approaches have been followed in marketing" 

research. 

Ccflputed Indices 

To test the models described in the introduction, several Ijndices were 
computed. All ccmputation of the Indices follow in a straightforward manner 
frcm the equation for each model, with one exception. For Model 6 (the 
expectancy-value discrepancy model) the e^ variable was receded from a 
range of (+1 to +7) to (-3 to +3). . This was done so that negative index 
scores would be yielded in two cases: 1) when GO. > GS. (over-obtention) 
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and the attribute is negatively evaluated; and 2) when GO^^ < OtS^ (under- 
obtentlon) and the attribute Is positively evaluated. Positive Index 
scares are assigned vAien: 1) GO^^ > GS^ and e^ Is positive; 2) GO^ < GS^ 
and e^^ Is negative. , 

Testing the Models- 
Raybum and Pa^jngreen (1983) .have demonstrated that GS^ and 
b^e^ are closely Interrelated In a process model of niedla cc . In 

addition, because many of the models shar? cannon components, the inLileis are 
not Independent. Testing the various models s therefore, requires careful 
specification of variables which should be statistically controlled to 
provide the best non-spurious ccaroarlson of the theoretical (as opposed to 
simply predictive) utility of each of the models. Hierarchical' regression 
analysis was employed In testing each of the models, ccntrolling for elLI 
variables In the set {2)G§£^ SGO^, Zb^, Eb^e^} which were not Included In a 
particular model. This was done to reduce spurious correlation and to avoid 
part-^ole correlation problems between^jnodel and control variables. For 
example, in testing Model 1 (SGO^), controls were Introduced for SGS^ and 
Zb^e^ {Zb^ was not controlled because 2b ^e^ Includes b^) . For Model 2 
(Se^GO^), SGS^ and Zb^ were controlled; however, Zb^e^ was not controlled 
because the model contains, e^. Controlling for Zb^e^ would be inappropriate 
because its part-whole relationship with e^ \^ould have reduced artificially 
the partial correlation between Ze^GO^ and media satisfaction. The particular 
control variables eirploy^^d in testing each model are specified in Tables 
1 and 2. It should also be noted that the discrepancy 'models already 
contain 2?eclprocal controls for GS and GO in the same sense that change 
scores provide reciprocal controls for pretest and posttest measures. That 
is, (GO-GS) may also be viewed as a measure of GO, controlling for the level 
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of GS (or vice-versa). .-^ 

In the hierarchical regression analyses, the model coiponent was 
entered last in the' equation In each case. We. thus are provided with a 
measure of additional variance .in media satisfaction accounted for by^, 
each model conponert after the introduction of appropriate controls. 

RESULTS • , 

The reliabilities (coefficient alpha) of the sunmated Indices associated 
with the various models are depicted in Tables 1 and 2. The indices for the 
first three models (SGO^, Se^CKD^,' Sb^e^) have very good reliabilities (above 
.80) for both television news in general and the most-watched program. The 
discrepancy model Indices (Models 4, 5, and 6) have consistently lower 
reliabilities , with the absolute value discrepancy 'index exhibiting the lowest 

alpha value. The -lower reliability -of the- discrepancy indices has a bearingi- - 

of course, on their prfedictive abilities, a point vriilch we will explore later 
in greater detail. 

We will first compare the models^ fron a strictly predictive standpoint 
by examining the zero-order correlations with satisfaction (sco Tables 1 and 
2). For both the most-watched news program and television news in general, 
it is clear that the. discrepancy models (Models 4, 5, 6) do not fare well ^ 
In comparison to the gratification obtained models (Models 1 and 2) and 
the expectancy-value model (Model 3) . Models 1-3 all exhibit substantial 
zero-order correlations (.42 to .52) with television news satisfaction. 
The discrepancy model correlations are considerably lower. Of the latter 
models, the e-v discrepancy model (Model 6) is the best predictor of 
satisfaction for both most-watched programs and TV news in general, followed 
by the simplified discrepancy model (Model 5). The absolute value discrepancy 

16 
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model (Model exhibits the predicted negative zero-order correlation 
in tpth cases, but these correlations are not statistically significant. 

0. * ^ 

The more important theoretical perspective requires examining the 
hierarchical regression analyses. Wi^h one exception (Model 3 for the 
ijiost-watched program), the gratification obtained and expectancy- value 
models are superior to the discrepancy models.. In fact, for TV news in 
general the increase in r^ due to the addition of the model component to 
the equation is non-significant for all three discrepancy models," while 

I 

Models 1-3 all exhibit significant increments (Table,!). For TV news in 

general, the expectancy-value model (Zb.e ) is clearly the best model', 

accounting for an Additional 7 percent of the variance (p <.001)'. 

For the most-watched program (Table 2), the best predictor is the „ 

EGO. model. Here 'the- slnplified'-diBGrenancy and' exnectancy-value discre- 
1 , , ' . . 

Dancv models (Models 5 arici 6) do account for significant additional variance, 
while the contribution of the absolute value discrepancy model is again 
non-significant. 

Leve l of Abstraction ' - 

I^evel of absj^raction seems to have had a significant influence on 
)e findings of. the hierarchical analyses. One exc^i.-Jo of this influence 
is nrovided by the marked contrast in thr^ orednctive abilities of the 
exnectancy-value model (^^^^^^^ ^'^^^ in pieneral and Tor tho most- 

watched program, i^'or TV news in /reneral, beliof (h^), evaluation {c^) 
and TV nev/s satisfaction were all measured with respect to tl'je same 
referent i.e., television news in ren^^ral. I'^or t^^• most-watched pror^ivim, 
on the other hand, television news ,satisfao}:ion is irxjr^xed with r^^snect 

17 
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to this program, while and e^^ are measured with respect to television 
news jri general. This may account for the fact that .thje additional r^- 
contribution of the Sh^^e^ model is non-significant for the mo^t-watched 
program^ (where the measurement abstraction levels do not match),- while 
the same model ranks first in predicting satisfaction with TV news in 

o 

general (where the abstraction levels are consistent). 

Level of abstraction may^ also help expl^iin why Models 5, and 6 make 
significant" contributions to variance in satisfaction with mpst-watched 
program, but do not account for significant "variance\ increments for 
satisfaction with TV news in general. In the latter case the 
control variables in the equations (Ebj^e^ for Model 5; Sb^ for Model 6) .. 
are measured at the same abstraction level as the satisfaction variable, 
^ thus removing proportionally greater amounts of variance than in the 
caSe of the most-watched progi^am where satisfaction and the control 
variables are measured with* respect to different referents. If and 
e^ had also been measured with respect to the most-watched orogram and 
such measures employed in the hierarchical analysis for the most-v/atched 
program, it is possible that the additional variance contributions of ^ 
Models 5 and 6 would not have been sifTiif icant . The rjXilts, then, would 
have been consistent with those in ^-Table 1 for television news in general. 

DISCUSSIOIJ 

One puzzling aspect of these findings is that introducing; t:ic 
respondent's affective evaluation of gratification-related attributes 
did not result in the consistent superiority of Model 2 (Eo.no. ) and 
Model 6 (re. (OO.-GS, ) over their non-evaluative counterparts (Models 1 
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f. 

aim 5» respectively). The f livings here^- -however, may be an artifact 
of the restricted range of , the evaluation measures. In this stydy, as 
in most uses and gratifications studies, the- majority of gratification 
Items were evaluated positively. Only one it°an ("Terie vision news Is often 
dramatic") was evaluated below the neutral point on the 7-polnt scale. „ 
This may have resulted In an underestimate of the predictive utility of 
the evaluative formulations. Research is needed which includes a greater 
range of negative versus positive gratifications before any film conclusions 
may be drawn. ' . - 

A further issue Involves the = apparent weakness of the discrepancy 
fonrtulations. The failure of the absolute value model In' particular 
supports Wenner's criticism that the model's inability to differentiate 
between over-obtaining and under-obtaining of gratifications mitigates its 
usefulness. The results here suggest that the absolute value model should 
not be enployed in future research. 

A method(ji!o^al reason for the low predictive" power of the discrepancy 
models as a group is that discrepancy measures in general are prone to 
reliability problems similar to those which plague change score measures 
(Cohen and Cohen, 1975; Cronbach. and Furby, 1970;.Hoge and McCarthy, 1983).. 
This is conf limed In^thls study by the reliability coefficients reported 
in Table 1 and Table 2. 

As an alternative to discrepancy models, Wenrier (1982, 1983). has 
argued for a "transactional" approach in which measures involving GS 
and GO are entered separately in hierarchical regression models . 



19 



18 

Ex post fact o therefore, we tested transactional versions of Models 5 

and 6. The transactional version of Model 5 is Model 7: M.S. = ZGS. + 

« 1 

ZGQy The transactional version of Model 6 is Model 8: M.S. = ^e^^S^^ + 
Sej^GOj^. The results are presented in Table 3.. It is clear In both the 
correlational and hierarchical regression analyses (again, with appropriate 
controls) .that the transactional models are superior to their discrepancy 
counterparts. 

k further interesting conparison involves conparing Model 7 (^^^S^^ + 
SGO^) with Model 1 (ZGO^ , and Model 8 (Le^^GS^ + Eej^GOj^) with Model 2 
(Zej^GOj^) (see Tables 1 and 2). The inclusion of GS conponents in Models " 
7 and 8 results in a slight increase in predictive power for both TV news 
In general and for the most^watched program in all four; ccnparisons, " 
although the 'small increments involved pertiaps do not justifV the Increased 
model complexity. It is evident, in f act, ^ that gratifications obtained are 
much more strongly related to media satisfaction than are gratifications 
sou^t, a theoretically plausible outcome. Parsimony would seen to favor, 
th-^refore, the gratification obtained models (Models 1 and 2) and, in one 
care, the expectahcy-value model (Model 3)j as the theoretically superior 
a^Jjematives among the eight models" tested. 

CONCLUSION 

Taken as a whole, the findings here provide support for a canbined 
expectancy-value/gratifications obtained approach to explaining and 
predicting media satisfaction. Direct comparison of several theoretical 
models was found to be particularly useful in exploring the strengths and 
weaknesses of the different fonnulatlons . Future studies might well 
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investigate the relationships among expectancy-value/gratification models, 
media satisfaction, media dependency, and consequences of media consumption. 

These stud.^es should also test the generalizability of the findings 
of this study. Althou^ the college students studied here were, not found 
to differ appreciably fran the general population with respect to the 
gratifications sou^t and obtained from .television news, the models presented 

here should be tested with more heterogeneous sanples and with other audience 

7 ' . , 

subgroi?)ings .' Other media and content types should also receive attention, 

hopefully within the framework of investigations which allow direct across- 

media or across-content conparisons. 
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FOOTNOIES 



Carlson's (i960) study of "psychological satisfaction" and interest 
in news exen?)lifies the gratifications obtained approach. Burgeon 
and Burgoon (1979) -developed predictive models of "satisfaction" with 
the newspaper. Their, four-item satisfaction index is arriblguous, 
however. One item seems to tap gratifications obtained, while the 
• other three . seem to be indicants of general attitude. , 

The expectancy-value discrepancy ^model is very similar in many ' 
respects to Oliver's (1981) model of consumer satisfaction. This 
model matches consumer expectations with actual occurrences. 
Positive disconfimation (leading to satisfaction) occurs when 
either low probability (unexpected) desirable events occur or high 
probability (expected) undesirable events do not occui*. Dissatis- 
faction, on the other hand, occurs When low-probability undesirable 
events occur, or hi^ probability desirable events do not- occur. 

Respondefits were asked: "On an average IVfonday to Friday 5-day«week • 

about how many times do you watch Respondents were asked 

to give separate estimates of frequency of viewing of ABC World News 
Tonight, NBC Nightly News, CBS Evening News, and local t^evision 
news. 

Three UJF stations- In the_area-provlded local- news and all three- 

network evenijjig news programs. Cable television (with CNN) was 
not available at the tdme of the study. 

A separate study' explored the test-retest reliabilities of the 
single-item GS and GO indices employed here. Eighty students 
In two ccsTirajnication classes were asked to conplete the_GS and 
GO items at the beginning of a regularly scheduled class p'eriod. 
The instructor then presented a 35-^0 minute lecture, at which 
time the students ag^in were asked to respond to the gratlQjpation 
scales. Students were not told to expect' the second acamini¥tration 
of the scales,. and the iiltervenlng lecture acted , "as considerable 
recall Interference. The mean test-retest correlation was .65 
for -the GS items, .70 for the GO measures. These are means for • 
single-item indices. The reliability of summated Indices can be 
expected to be hi^er (as was the case in this study — see Tables 
•1 and 2). 

Gratifications obtained and beliefs also may be separated empirically, 
even when the two concepts are measured at the same level of abstraction. 
In this study, the correlations between each GO. (TV. news in general) 
and lbs corresporxilng b^ ranged from .39 to .64, with a mean of .53. 
When gratifications sought were controlled, the mean correlation - 
(partial) was reduced to .39.' VMle this' indicates an expected 
moderate relationship , it does not indicate isomorphism. 
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Footnotes (contlnue(|) 



7. , "A nuntoer of reasons 
college students in 



lad.^^tO' the tentative conclusion that the 
s "study do not differ greatly from the 
general population wi\;h regard to the gbatificatibihs sought and 
obtained ftora television news, arid the relationship between these - 
and related jrariables. When the GS. and GO. means in this stucSy a 
w^jTe conpared with th? means for the corresponding itens in the 
Palmgreai, et al. (198O) study i^ch involved a rahdcm .sairple 
frcm the gener^ population, the means did- hot differ appreciably 
in absolute value. Moreover, the rank onier of GS. item means for 
the students was quite similar to the rank ordering found for the 
more heterogeneous sanple ( Spearman 's^rho « .79), indicating similar 
motivational hierarchies. Similar results were found for the GO. 
l,tem means (SiJeannan^s rho = .82). Finally, the correlations 
observed between G&. and GO. in this study were veiy similar in 
magiitude to the correlations observed in studies employing wtore 
heterogeneous sanples (Palmgreen, et al., I98O; Wenner, 19o2). 
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Coirelatlons Between Satisfaction with Tele\dsion, 
• News and Various Models ani Hegr'Sssion Analyses 
Of 'Satisfaction with Television News and 
Various Models; TV in General* 









CORRELATION ANALYSIS 


HIERARCHtCAL REGRESSION ANALYSIS 










ContiNDl. . 


'I 

r^Iijcr^ase due to. < 








ZerO" 


■ Variables 


IVIodel CorrpDnent .. •. 


MODEL 


Coeff.a • 


Ordfer r ' r^ 


Centered, first) 


(entered last) " \ 


1. 




.83 ' ' - 


_52C001)^ .27 


SGS^, S-b^^i 


•.02^ •"'^^ 


2. 


le^GOj ■■■ 


.83 


. '.DS^-OOD .,23 


• SGSj^, 2b^ 




3. 




.81 \ ' 


.5l(-°°"' '.26 ■ 


ZGS^, JIGO^ 


^o^C.ooi) 


4. 


rlGSj^-GOj^l 


.61 


-.12'"-^;^ .01 ' 


Sb^e^ ♦ 




5. 


S(GO^-GS^) 




".13^-°^^, .02,. 




,0^(n.s.) . 


6^. 


Ee^(GO'^-GS^) 


■73 , ■ ' 


■ .17<-°2) • .03 




^(^•^(n.s,) 



*S^nificance levels shown in parentheses. " N's vary fron 17^ to 173 depending on 
the number of missing cases. 
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9 Table 2 . - ■ '-^ 

J ■ " V " ■ ■ ■ :l 

Conflations Between Satisfaction with Television 1 
News and Various Models; and Regression Analyses 

of Satlsfac1;ion with Television News and ;^ 
^ Various Models: Most-Watched Programs* 



CQRRELATiaN ANALYSIS HIERARCHICAL REGRESSION ANALYSIS 

# ' • ' Control r* Increase due to 

- • Zero- : Variables Model Component 

MCDEL Coeff . pL Order r rf (entered first) (entered last) 

1. SGO^ 

Se^GO^ 
3. Eb^e^ 



'4, z|gs^-go^, 

5. r(GO^-GS^) 



.85 


;ij5(.ooi) 


.24 


SGS^, 




_07(.ooi) 


.83 " 


^ijg(.OOl) 


.21 


SGS^, 




.o^{.oi) 


.81 


..^2^.001) 


.18 ■ 


SGS^, 


ZGO^ 


_(3^(n.s.) 


.64 


_.^Q^(n.s.) 


.01 


Zb^e^ 




„^(n.s.) 


.72 




.06 








.73 


."2V -00^^ 


.07 ' 






.03(.02) 



^Slgnlfieanqe levels smm. in parentheses . -N's vary from l63 to l66, depending 
the number ^bf missing cases. 
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TABLES 

Hierarchical Regression Analyses of Satisfaction -with 
Television, News and Two Transactional Models ; Most- 
Wa^clied Programs and TV News in General 



MOST-WATCHED PROGRAM* 



TV NEWS IN GENERAL «* 



MODEL 



Multiple r r^ 



Control 
Variable 
(entered 
first) 



r Increase 
due to Model 
Corrponents 
(entered 
last) 



Multiple r r^ 



Cotjtrol 
Variable 
(entered 
first) 



r Increase 
due to Model 

Conponents 

(entered 

last) 



7. ZGS^+EGO^ .^8 



8, Ee.GS. +Ze.GO, .^15 
i 1 11 



.23 
.20 



Eb^e^ 



Zb. 



.08 



(.001) 



,06(.005) 



.51 

M 



.26 
.23 



Zb.e. 
i i 



Eb. 



.03 



(.01) 



.Oil 



(.005) 



»n = 166 
*»n = 175 
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